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PREFACE .

reportThis describes a stud} of the teachers and students ih

WeSt New Yo Adult Learning Center.

out whicl'atterns of classroom interac
, /

/
were m.s,t highly related to the acquisi

The purpose

by A.Ou

at

Mb

the

of tie study was to.find

tion and students'..characteristics

tion of oral proficiency in English

ts who were learning English as a second language.

his volume is a summary of the Final Report of the research conducted
,..

t e West New York Adult Learning Center, and appears in two volumes.
A

.

Because the Final Report presents detailed and complex statistical analyses,
,* .,

A '
we have prepared this executive summary which describes the purpose, methods

4 4

.and results of the study with the basic statistical data. Readers interested

in the details of the statistical analyses may send lor the.full.report.

We wish to express our appreciation to Arthur Von Schalscha, Director

of Continuing Education, Kathleen nurnin, Coordinating Teacher, Mdriluz

Garcia and Robrt Layton, Tester-Observers, Diane eappucilli, Secretary,

the 12 participating teachers for their assistance And cooperation.

We also wish to thank Joanne Farr for her dedicated and outstanding

performance as Project Secretaiy-

I,

a

.

I .
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INTRONJCTION .
4...1

' .
.......

.

i
..

k .

The West New York Adult Learning_Center provides a training program in,

which adults learn to speak English as a second language. This report describes
. I

the research conducted during the 105 2*schocl year in theWesi.New York Adult
...

. . .

Learning tenter to determine the relation of teaching strategies, methodologies,
.

'.

-
. ..- . . -

.
. ,

and performances to the acquisitioh.of facility in speaking English as a second

lanuage., The methodology used in the study related differences in teaching
.,

styles and performances among the teachers to differences in the acquired

. proficiency of their students.

/ . z .

. The general methodblogy used in the study required Us to measure student.

,4
,

proficiency at two points in time, and to obserye daily the intervening

N. t

instruction. The measures of speaking facility were either direct Measures

o

I of'proficiency, such as the Oral Proficiency. Test
.f
developed specifically. for

.
..

this projeCt, or were other measures of-Mowledge of English. The observations

provided a continuous record of both teacher and student behaviorduring

class sessions and were made-between the two paints of assessment of'the

students' speaking proficiency.

Fadto;.analysii and canonical discriminpt furiction ahalysig:were used

to reduce both-student-performance data and teacher-performance data to their

underlying dimensions. Multiple regression, canonical correlation, and factor

analytic methods were used to relate the dimensions
-
of teacher perfortance to

.
1 e 4 *

..a,.
,

those f student performance.' .
,

.

1

A

1

O
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THE MEANING OF PROFICIENCY-IN SPEAKING ENGLISH

k;

1.

The operational definition of proficiency. used in tflis study'was derived
.. . , ,
by an analysis of the goals of the West New York Learning Center. These

. .

goals are to facilitate the acouisition of English as a second iangtre so

that: (1) the adult learners can understand conversatidhal English;-(2) they c'

will be able to commupicate.in English iu ordinary situations so that they

are adequately understood; and (3) they will acquire the basic structures of

. the) anguage so that theoST .are,likely to continue to grow in profiCienCY.

Three levels of performanEe in speaking English.may be distinguished.

The first level is acquisition of the language such that the person understands
. ,

ordinary communications to her or him; for example,'a person is asked simple

questions such as occur in everyday conversation and is able to understadd

the question being asked even though they cannot always provide 'a full or

accurate answer.
\

A second level Of prdficiency is represented by the learner being able
.

to respond to questions or to make statements about himself or herself, what

they plan to do, what they think on practical' matters, and the like. To

communicate at this level, a person must have acquired the basic structures

. of the English language.

A person has attained t he third leVel of proficiency T.Shen he or she can

generpte question and statements on hi6 or Her own, can extend discourse

through a ser cc statements or questions, and in speaking uses more Fmplex,, . . . , , . #
1 . -.structure

. \1,

of these levels of proficiencyomay have one or, ore of three
,

,-
.

.,,

racteristics.: (1) the person spoken to may give evidence of understanding
,

-the language spoken to him but does not respond with facility or accfracy or

440
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. .
.

l. e' e- .
..

completeness; .(2 the person may both understand and use appropriate structures
.. .

7 4

s ,
but mar'make errors in the use of the .language; (3) the' person May both under

..:_ \
.,

7.
stand and respond With appropriate structure and use- them' accurately.

Thus, there are two underlying concepts by, which proficiency has been
'

:: , .
. ,

. . .

described. Ofte of these concepts describes the'level'of language usage

x .,

available to the individual. On this dimension performance ianges,frOm"

sufficient usage to comprehend watis being°heard to the ability to generate
Ifr

relatively complex structures in ,extended dlbcourse.

. 7 0 .

, 4 .

The other dimension is that, of. the accuracy of the form of the communication.
_

.

,-

'Accuracy means :that a person uses English sentences which are structurally

. .
..

do ;rect and (by implication) has also used words,torrectly.

;`"'

. he West' New' York Adult Le4a1=ning Center
e"

defines the kinds of structures
. . .

_

that arep,be acquired at each level of instruction. The acquisition and

us.e of these structures defines operationally what is Meant by proficiency.
3

es'

THE MEASUREMENT OF TEACHING PERFORMANCE

In this study we were concerned with how teachers teach English as a
, -

second language. The wordt;0owsthey teach," imply that we'wanted an

accurate description of how the teachers organized the classes for instruction;

What materials they used, how they interacted faith the students, and the

content that they taught. We assigned observers to make daily observations

of each of the.teachers in thaclisses of the Adult Learning-.Center.
4rce

i ,

..The method of obsdrvation was developed by observing the teachers for a

period bf several months. The purpose of these prelThinary observations was

x
.,-,-:

t
.

.

to
e

familiarize ourselves with how
.

the tedchers'taught. Acategory.system

...,

which described thateachingsgtiiiities was constructed from this information.
_ .

. . ., A

A,

VA.
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.
. .

. , .

This category system was -then' tried out systematiCally and further refined.. --.

. .

The final product was a setq)f,categories and a method for observing that
.

y
.provided descriptions of the activities typically occurring in the classrooms.

The observer checked continuously those categories which described what the
.1)

,teachers andstudents'were doing. .
r

Thfioretical precsnceptions did, not determine, what 7.e should or would

-.
, .

observe in &class. `' The categories,.however, do include descriptions of

teaching performances associated with
I

two different theories of language.

instruction because-btbavior, relevant to Chem had been observed in the
. . , . ,

. . . .

classes of .the Center. These two. methods are the audiolingual and the

siient way."

Since.these two methods are used by,different teachers in the Center,

the category System contains categories to filly describe either method. It

is possible,

to, a method

pow they use

than another

there elemen

therefbre,

(such as the

it;.(2) is

, either for

is in, either

to study three'problls: (1) do the teachers adhere

audiolingyl) or do they vary among themselvei in

there any evidence that'one methodymore effectiyd

all students or .certain'kinds of students; (3) are
n v . l

method which are partieutarly'effective?..

THE SAMPLE OF CLASSES STUDIED-1

V
1 4

The students in the Adult Learning Center Angedin-age from 19 to 73.

Thelmajfvity of the students are immigrants from Cuba; most of the other
'

students are from Caribbean and South American countries, so that the native
. t

language of over 90 percent of the students is Spanish.

,7

1, % C

, Both day and evening classes were studied; hOwever; the most inform Live
,

results came from the data collected on the'dayschool classes and-th e6re
it is this sample than is described heee.."For a coMplete_report, contac
the senior author. -,

.

.
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There were 14 day-school classes taught by six different teachers which
4

.

were studiet'in this research Rroject.. -The majority of classes in the'day

..=

.
1

school of the Adult Center. met for an hour-and,ahalf a-day five days a,

.week's

..,, , .
.

Table 1 presents the data on students who were in the Center during
_ .

.."
l

. .

the entire period of the study from November to June. A comparison was
_ ..

.

'made betweenbetween the-original sample of stdaents present in the'Center in

November, and the sample remainineln June. 'No significant differences

6 between the two samples were found.

As can be seen by scanning Table 1, there were more women among the

da}7:-school students, than 'men, more did not have a hLgh- school diplonla than!

had one; the prean age was approximately, 46 yeas and the mean level pf
.

education attained was, about that of the tenth grade. On the average,
...

-

I'Students had been in.this country six years and had studied English in their

former country arid in the United States on theaerage for about one year.

The occupations held-by the students in their country of origin and in the

United States were mainly lower.middle classand lower class occupations,

_though there were a number of students who had had prOfessional occupations

in their former country.

4

00-

,
'Teacher Characteristics

.
; t - , . :

. .
, _, .

. .

The 4eachers filled out a questionnaire asking for the following
.._

informatia.: age, .x4 undegraduate fnstitution; undergraduate major;

graduatE institution; graduate major(s); number of credits completed;
\,

.,Tegree s) coMpleted; ntimber.of yeLri teaching;grade lem4,1 of"te4ching,

...<

, 0

. I
- . ,

-..i

experie number of yeas teaching XSL -part-time .(e9 night - ,school adults);
,

number of years teaching ESL fuliLtime to chitderi,-to-teens, to adults;
. . 1

, ' ..:.,, .

s L...,
6

. 4

6'

ti
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TABLE 1

. ,

Day, School Student Background Information -- Descriptive Statistics,
- .

Total Freq. by Level ,

Freq. Percent 2 3

Number 81 . '24 28 29

Sex: M 26. 32 9 . 13 4'

F 55. .68.
.

15
4-5

25

Diploma: Yes 32 40. 8 10 14

No 49 60 - 16 18 15

Age Mean 46 48 45 45

Range 19-70. 21-69 19 -70' 24-67

Education:
Mean Years
Range

"Tillie in -U. S.

Mean Years
Range

Years of English
Spidied.in
Pbtmer Couptry

Mean Years
Range

0

Years of English
Studied in U. S.

Mean Years
Range

Country of Origin,

Columbia
Cuba
Dominican R.

Ecuador
Peru

Other

10
'4-16

6

1-24'

1.17
0-12

1.17
0-3.0

3
73
1

1.

3

. 4
90'

1

1

0

4

9

4-16

6

1-15

t'83

0-5

.58

0-1.5

1,

22

0

0

OA'

'10%
4-16

.

6

1-17

.75

0-2

1.25
0-2,5

2 .
25
0

0

0

o

11

4-16

7

1-24

o r

1.50

-26

1"

-
<

2

0

';

.0c upation T 1
.

2
. .

3
.

1 Foreman 0/0 0/0 , 0/0 0/0
Craftsman. 1/0 1/0. 0/0 . 0/0

3. orker 6/20 4/4 '2/7 0/9.
°

4. Laborer 0/0 0/0 .. 0/0 0/0 k

5. 'Household Wor er 0/0 0/0 0/0 A 0/0

6. Personal Sery ce 217 0/2, 2/5 . 0/0V

7. Fireman /Folic man 0/1 0/0 0/1 4*. 0/01 .

8. Professional 23/1 5/0 8/0' 10/1
. 9. Technician 4/1 . 0/0 118. , 3/1

411,

10.- Farmer 00 0/0 0/0 0/0
11, Farm Worker . 1/0 1/0 10/0 0/0,

12. Business Owner X10 1/0 0/0 _ 0/0C
13. Managelt/Official 1/1 0/0 1/0 Q/1
.14. Offic-e Worker 19/7 7/0 6/4 "613--

15. Salesperson. 4/6 1/0 i's 1/3 : '2/3 .... I
16. Housewife . 13/17 3/5 .,. 4/2--' 6/10

17. Unemployed, 0/19 0/12: 0/6' . 0/1
18. Student 6/1 1/1 3/0 2/0

V

*
Previous country/USA; e.g:, Ebere were 23 stpdents whd

.
their countri of origin; but only one was a profession

2ft
Lever: students 'are assigned to three instructiiknal

their proficiency in speakint English when-they enter.

*1 0
If

were professionals fh
al at the time of study.

'
levels dm

W
the...besirof

thectentet.

-

4

v
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11

number of ESL seminars; number ofE8L workshops; usefulness of undergraduate

' - ,

akperiences; usefuliness of graduate.eXpeiience; usefulness of ESL seminars

and workshops; percent ofteaching4whieh is audiOlinguai, silent way, and

other; and a statement describing their teaching methods and philosophy.'
, .. . .,

The majority of teahers were women.. All. six teachers had completed some'
. .

'
.

graduate work, three had.compleued a Master's degree and one was working
I

. ,
/ 1

on a second degree. iqugt of the teachers' experience'with English aS a .

''
iz,

,
,..

Seco'td Language' (ESL) hadq3een'teachinrldu.=?
,

lts.- .

. ,

OniY,two teachers said they used tfie.audiolingual method of teaching

. -,

and estimated that 60-65 percent of their teac ng was of this kind. The

majority of the tea41ers stated that they believed that teaching styles

. .

should be eclectic and that,studenta should doMildhte clasproOm.interaction.

THE MEASURES 'OF STUDENT PROFICIENCY IN, ENPLISH-

The measures of proficiency in EnpiSh were administered at two different

times: 'in ovember And 'egai4Aduring April' and hay. The first test, measured
,

how proficient the students were Hear the beginning of-the-instruction that

they were receivingthat year; the,second test measured how proficientthey

had become after. six months of instructio

4
The Oral Proficiency Test

k 1 .

,

o N
& The !first, step in developing the Oral Proficiency. Test was to gather

. .

o

' from tie teachers in the Center a list'of objectives for each of their
. ,-t ;- -

, ,,,, ' -,,,.1.!,.,,,
.

classes. Each teacher provided A-0 objectives and a composite list of'132
,.. i

Objectives resulted. These 132 objectives were then given to the teachers

.

13 .
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.

who rated each objective on (1)- whether or not, it was something they taught;

(2) haw important they felt it was for proficiency; (3) how muchiemphasis
df 0

_ 1

,they iave.it in their classes; and (4) how difficult they thought it was to
...

learn; These objectives and rating were then used 'co develop the content '

..'

of the Oral. Proficiency Test.

The Oral Proficiency Test as an individually.administered 60-item test

that required the student to speak In English. It had three kinds of itemgo.....

The first get of items''were based on representative examples of the teacherdi-
. w.

objectives for each level, of proficiency. ,These items were in a structured,

conversational format and arranged in order of difficulty by, objective. The

second type of item involved presenting the Student with action piPtUres;

the student was asked to dedcribe what was occurring in the plcture.. Both

types of items .tested therstudent's ability to generate language freely.
,s

The third type of item consisted of three Spanish cartoons and.the student

was asked to,state in English what was occurring in the cartoons. The

purpose of-this type pf item was to see if the student could 'go from idiomatic

Spanish to idiomatic English.
Z

7,

One store on this test was for comprehension, meaning that the student*
J ,, ),

.
. ,

gave evidenceof-understanding the questions asked of him or her but could
;

,..

not produce a correct English response. The second score was given fox,

se4ecting the approptiatestincture to use in a response even though the

.,,

student Made other errors in responding. 'The third score was for

correctness as well as use of appropriate struCtures.
,' ,

0..,

,

A
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Se
/ - The ,Literacy Test ''-',- ,,.-.

,. \ , . ., . r
: L .

. .

.. . .

A potential side effect of learning to speak EngUSh-is that students
ett.,

".6,,...",,, .

may also. learn to reedit. Therelpre, we used a Litelaey Test which measures
..

- ..k,,

. .

. -

the functional reading'le141 of tile s dent. tie .materials in the test

.consist of Pictur4,5s,,o,f-Ogn5, lables on bottles,°"forms, tables and so on:

. ..

There were 50 such items in the Literacy Test adapted from an original set

of 170 items which had been developed to measure functional literacy o

adults who spoke English.
3

r
Aural Decoding -Test

We thought that students might also acquire 'decoding skills as a res

.

ollearning to speak English. ,A test developed originally to measure t

..

decoding skills of young children
4
was adapted

were also acquiring decpding skills.,

and to see if the tudent

Other Measures of Proficiency

. .

. .

Two other measures of proficiency were used, the John Test a

Moreno The Center;had been using both of these te sts to p
.

students' initial proLg4pency in order to place themAirclasses.

,liurphy, R. T. Adult Functional Reading Study.. Educational Testing Service,
Princton, New Jersey, 1973.

/
4
Developed by Robert and Kathryn Calfee, Stanford Universityfor the
Beginning teacher Evaluation Study conducted for the California Commission
for Tea'aier Preparation and Licensing,hy Educational Testing Service.

.Frederick J. McDonald,,Project Director.
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John Tett
. ,

This oral proficiency test (developed by Linda Lunz of Hunter College)

consists of eight pictures about which the student was asked 22 questions.

The student is given a comprehension score and is rated,by the tester on

fluency, use of structures, pronunciation and vocabulary.

Morano Test'

The Morano;Test is a paper-and-pencil test of rec4nition of correct

,use of English grammar: It Has 50 4tems each consisting of three 'sentences

f /

,exptessing the same idea but only one of which is grammatically correct;

,The student,. is instructed to read the items.and indicate the correct

I

sentence. This test was also administered as a pretest.

'

Sehdent Petforinance on the Measure's of,Proficiency

Table 2 presents the data on these meas . Inforiation'is given

°

for each test on the number of students takin& the test, their mean'score,

the range scores, the standard deviation of the scores, and the reliability
%

f'the tes

Description of the Observation System

1

e

A categorical observation system was developed whieh allowed for sequential

44
coding of classroom behavior. .4 copy of the Observation Coding Sheet is shown,

Figure 1.

16
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TABLE,2

ST DENT TESTS: DESCRIPTLVE STA STICS
.

n N, --Range SD. Reliability

Nov = inner (Pre).. 3-49 12.52

Apri (POS) 119. 91,2 L3. 49 7.2-g.,t. .89

-Aural Nove ber\(Pre) 148/ 6.72' 6-38 4'11.40 .88.

Decoding,' Apri (Pot) 1 120 a.42 )13-37 5.33 .81

11 Nove14 ev(PreY ,1 47.84 31-57 .74
.

5 . 2 8c

.4 April (Post) 52.45 36-59 4.63 .77,..
.* .

. )
,

Total Novemb r (Pre) .74.57 49-93 11.03. .89

441 Pdst) 80.88 56-95 7.90 . .83

Proficiency
Comprehensio

Correctness'

Structure

Prompts

JOhn

Morano-

June t) 113 30.48 2-58 14.66 .96

June (Past) / 113: 117,41:.3 0-45

113 f. 14.53 0-41June (Post) 10.16 .93

iine (Post) 113 I 9.3,1 0-26. 4.86 .72.
...

,

November (Pre, 115 37.27, 0-70 20.542 .87

&

November (Pr-) 118 . 26.82 3=50 11.47, .93`

\

t
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and

:Three superordinate eategortes -- context (instructional design), materials,

strategy (method of instruction)--:aescribe the classrpom,setting within

fahich the teadEer and student'behaviors are recorded. Each of these categories.

is subdivided; e.g., the context-can be drill, writing, explanation,
.4)

,etc.; and eatli subdivision has a.numefical code.

' The.arst group of teacher behavior dategories--questiOns, serial
, -2

- .

redirects,.direction, models,writes on board, explanation, and other- -are
'.. -

dictation,

discrete instructional behaviors which usually initiate,a teacher-student(s)

interaction. The rixi column - - class, group, individual--signifies to whom

.

this. -behavior is.directed: /

The first group,of student behavior categories--answers, free response,

pracOce,'writea.on board, reads, chooses not to respond, ilsks question,

- 5

participates` in conversation, student-to-rstudent feedback,.arld other- -are

those behaviors which either follow the teacher's itp.tial behavior or
,

initiate an interaction.on the part of the student. ConveFsation and student

.
feedback are coded With an "S" if they occur in Spanish rather than English.

The next three*ctegories--positive, correctives negative--describe-
,

the possible types of teacher feedbak.

behavior categories--models,

The 'second, group of teacher

prompts, asks to repeat, repeats, explanation,

writes.on board, direction, question, and other --= designate response

behaviors on thepart pf the teacher.

The second,group.of student behavior''citegories--Lstudeht models,,

student prompts (these two. usually follow a'diiectioh from the teacher),,

answers; free respTse, practice, writes on board, reads, 'chooses not to,

respond, asks question,
. -

participates in conversation, studept-td-student

feedback and other--describes those'student behaviors .given in response

to the'teacherls response to the student's initial behavior.or response:

.0 I
,

c'.
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The comment columnballows the-observer to-indicate whatethe."other"

behavior coded on that line is or to'note some unusual classroom occurrence.

14#.

1

Upe of the Observalion Systeni

IL

A schedule for observations was prepared-which ailowed. for a 20-minute

observation of each class on, four different days of tie week; For those

I

ations were scheduled 'Glasses meeting only two or three times-a week, ohser.
6 '

, for each meeting ervat
J

e ng. Obiion of the clasSes began J

continued through April 1, i976.

Table 3 %ives the observation item 'numbers, categery labels, codes

nuary 19th and

and means,for the .14 day-school.classds observed: The categbry means are

the proportion _of observation episodes .in ,which the event was'observed in

'the classes. -These will, however, add to 1:00 only ,hen the behaviors
C

,

within a group are mutually excrUsive and exhaustive. .

ANAg$IS'OF THE OBSER4TIONSOF TEACHING BEHAVIOR

s.

-N
..

., .

if
. - , I

,,' . 1

,The .system of recording aassroom behaviors empiloyedin,thls study

watzn

P

yielded 'a 23iitem response record (see Table 3)", for eaci episode of interacCbion

whe, either the teacherAseryed in the classroom. Eacirsuch episode begs

or a studeht initiated an interaction; and. could o nth): e through an e](tendee
.

f r
sequence of dyadic interchanges. The.participation of other students in the:74

.

44,0000-

basic pattern of teacher-student interactions was also recorded.' Every

interchange 'in ear sequence of interaction I isode)`taas initially recorded
II

I s

An episode is defined as a seqUence of behavior's etween't4 teacher .4041.^.41:

any particular student. It may be initiateg by either teacher or student

and,ends when -the_teacher addresses or responds'to er attdent.

0
<1,

Or.



4 r

.t, TABLE 3
- 4

Item Categories_Ear C1as5.room Observation

%,

1 Context,

Number of .
Gategeries Category Labels,

o
. -.

1 D r ?)1 f
2, Other

Codes

o

DRILL
OTHR

"Means+

.99

.01

2 Maceri)31s
7 1 .110 Material-4,

2 Rods .

3 'Cartoons
4 Pictt;r6"s
5 11tizeo Sh se c s
6 Objeets .

Signt Words 5

3 Strrategy/Model

4 Initial Teacher Behavior

S initial Teacler Behavior

6 Initial Teacher Behavior
-

-1n,itIaI Teacner Behartor

N0 1IATLS
RODS.' -

CARTOONS
PICTURES

'

OB.JVTS
SIGHTWDS

5 1 Question & AnswIrs
. .

RSA -t- -
2 Free response, FREE n is: . 1.:03 j''' ,.
3 itepetition;'. REPEAT . AO <.
',4 -Dit.e0ed Dialogue DIRECTED .02 :

' 5 DiStiiiirbton :' DISCUSS;( .01
%

.11

.02

.05

.23

.0A

12

.94 ..tv ,..

-

',2 2 Question T131,-QIIES .32
.". **X

2 . 2 'Models ,. TB1-110DI; . .10
-..,

2 2 Writes on iloard TB1 ;JOB
, '. , 1" .05

. 4
4 1 Serial Redirect illi-SR . - .01

. 2 Direction : - TB1-DIR ' '. .18
3 exp lanot ion , TRI-E:CP .04

"''` ' I 4. Other ..n TBI-OTHR .03. , .

8 Object of Teacher Behavior

9'

,C1n_ss3 1

2 Group
3 Ineivid',:al

C'....1S .29'
GROUF.' . .01,--\ INDIVOL .70

*
9 Initial Stt.dent Bellay.ior 2 2 Answers '

.."
581-ANSR

4. -... *
.. , *....,19 Inttial Student Behavior Z 2 Practices .% SB1-Pa lti

. . 0

11 Initial Student 'Behavior 8 .. I. Free Response k 'Sat -FREE
S81-1:0132 ,rtro:. on . ".oar'is

4 'Ct.i.uo4es Nut. to Respqnd . Sti'ltBIAO,3, Read .. .--

. 5 Asks 0i,esclon J.. .S81
-..7

fl
6, Conversation . Sal -CONV

7 Stujenc-Studert Feedkack SBI -SFBK

4
a. 8 Omer 7 A . s p 1 - o" 1*R.

a
,47

.09
01

.09_
00
12 .

.02

4.

4.

- 4

4

?3
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TABLE 3 (Continued)

4

ry

iQ

41'11

1

1-1

1

11

Item
Vumber of
Catego;iles Category Labels Codes Means+

12 Corrective' Feedback`

13 Quality ofFeeback!

2

4

2 Corrective

J. OK .

2 Positive
Negative

4 Othe

FBCORR

F.B -OK

Fli-POS
FB-NEC
4F110THR

, .50

.07

.05

.01

.00

14. Succeisive Teachef BehavioF

'15 .Successive Teacher Behavior

16 _SUcceisive TeachetBehavior

- .

17 Suctessive Teache4 BahavioF,:

*
- 2

*
2

7

*

2 Models

2 Prompts:.

1. Asks StlenE to Repeat ,
2 'epeats,
3 Explabflon
4 Writes on Board
5 =Direction
6 Alternate Response
7 Other

2 Question-

TB2-MPDL

:TI12 -PROM ,

P T32 -ATR

'TB2c,REP

TB2-EXP
TB2-"WOB

TI12 -DIA4

TI12 -ALT

TB2 -OVER

TB2-QUES,

.22

.47

.16

.04'.

.07

.06

.02

.02

.01

.09

OiherStudent Behavior
,,

19 Other Stthent'ukavior

20 Succeisive Student Beha,vior'

,21 Suciesaive Studenc Behavioi

-22 successive Student Behaviot

2

2*

*
- 2

z **

8

b.

2 Student Models

2 Student Prompts,

2 Answerq ,

7 Writes On ,Bg.ard

1 Free Response
4

2 Practices
3 Reads
4 Choo5es not.to Respond -
*5 Asks Odeieion
6 Conversation

',,r'Student-Student Feedback
14..o.0100,

,_...,

SB2..SMODL

5112-SPROM'

5112-ANSR.

aWOB

SI12-FREE,

St12-PRAC

SB2-READ
sB2 -CNOr

SC2-Aft

S112-CO NV

S12-SrBK
tal-orilit

.09

.05

.75

.02

.02

.02

.00

.04

.Q0

.64

.01

23 obser4er Comments/;A 7 1 General Comment' .

2. Student Response'in Spanish
*3 Teacher Action Non4erbal
4 Backwards Buildup Exercise

.
'5 TeacheriReads
.6 Teacher Response in Spanish .

7 ComAnt on Back of Summary.Shvt

CI-GENLC
C2-SRSPN.

C3-TA-4V
C4-BLDEX
C5-READG

j C6-TRSPN
C7-0THR

.02

.03

.10

.01
.

.00

.00

.07

r

Mean,number of occurrences per episode,
event was observed, THeY will only add

'
.

. A . .

In most instances these may be interpreted as proportion of episodes in which the
to.1.00when groups of behaviors are mutually exclusive and exhaustive,

-

Binary items are designated appropriately as havicv two categories, but only the "behavicir present" category'is labeled
',I.. and'scored for analytis.. e4- o

cone of the binary items which cont.! be repeated in rapid succession were simply courited instead
entry for each instance.

1,.

4`- 41,

of %akin& a separate_ data

V
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and 'coded indiyidually; these individual instances weit,then 4ggregaeedby

summing t obtain ones episode. An episode beganat.the

initiation df any ndw interaction dither by,the teacher or by a-student.''

Some of the things a teacher could do to

particular student; group o f students,.or the

initiate an'inteyact4onwit.10

,

mdd41Ncorrect usage, or give directions.

by asking a

classwere: ask a question,

7
A student, could initiateinte ractirm

- .

uestion, for example, or could continu& an epispde of interaction.

initiated by the teach6r5y answering a question, following instructions
%; .

.

-.i(e.g. ,'o read dr. trite on the board), practicing,, 4nd so forth.
. .

If the

sequence of interaction continued, it could lead to further teachr'-behavior

4

2**

. A qht

..in the form of. Corrective feedback, ma eling,. prampting, questioning;
,

.

Which would lead, in turn, to the studeq'S second attempt to answer ---)'4,.,

lai.

, ..1.
'

correctly, to more practice, and so on. ng chaps
I

of-cyclical, dyadic

. °.
,

o interaction-could thtis be, and indeed_were:tcoded as "successive " behaviors
. .,

4 ' \ -

---. \\ :

\ .

in each 'episode- of. 'classroomnteraction.

Our main interest in the analysis of the bleaViorai observation-data

. s -1. ,

. -

was to finde
.

.,

if they occurred, fairly stable and distinct patterns of classl- _

i.; 0 1 .
'iro6111 intearction. We wanted to find out if certain\teachersbehaviors_gave*

.
4

N

iS

rise, to or were associated with certain specific student behaviors.

rra'

Methods lyppg Classroom Interaction

-The availability of data On.many indiVidual behavioral episodes made

.
'.

. ,

it possible to conduct analyses of a
.

arge of variables% :eyen though
.

only six teachers and their student; wee studied. .,Several different
,--

-.,Metho ds w

foun4 in

assoc

-

ere need A determine how many patfernkof interaction could be ,
1

-

the observational data.

-" .
iation amOng.the

These patterns were analyzed by studying

26
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Suppose. that modeling and practice were associated, that is, teachers

.'who modeled also elicited practice in the same episode. and teachers who

used modeling infrequently also elicited practice infrequently in the same,

. -episode. This association would be represented by a correlation coefficient

such as r =-.80. -A coirelati6n4table (matrix) is made up of numbers'of ,

this kind. The numbers will-very in size, and there will be a number for,

each
ti

pair of categories. Smaflei numbers (dOser to .00, mean the association
2

,

is Weak; the larger the numbers (closef'to + 1.00 to - 1.00), the stronget

the association.

Factoi analysis statistical procedure) was used to find patterns ,af

association in tbq correlation matrix. A pattern found, for example, after

the teacher asks a question and the student attempts an answer, was:

corrective feedback, prompt; student answers again. This pattern was

found because the three pairs.of categories were highly associated, and

. .

this association would be represented in the correlation matrix ,by

substantial r's; for example:

corrective feedbadk-pro r = .57

prompts-student answers: .r:= .70

corrective feedback-student answers:` r

--.
Corrective feed.back'also correlates with,teacher modeling (r :50),

01, . .- .
.

44s, .

. and:with student (r.= .47). Modeling also correlates with_

. ,

student practice (r =-1'.,63). Thus, six of he original variables are
. , -4.t, , ° .

, :Kt

intercorrelated; but the factor analysis breaks these intetcorrelations

.into two pattetns or factors..

Factor analytic methods.are'a quantitative way'oE looking-,for these

I

patterns. .The methods may yield none or many patterns (factors).. The
k

number of factors Produced depends on the oriumber of distinctpatterns of

.association "in the data. ,

#

C 6
0

O

00.
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PATTERNS OF CLASSROOM INTERACTION

We found four patterns of, classroom interaction which characterized the
.

'beginning of an episode. They were:

1. Teacher Model -- Student Practice: The teacher` illustrates verbally

an English=language structure or pronounciation.

turn' attempts to 310.tate the teacher.

Teacher:- "New Jersey:"
Student: "New. Jersey.';

ent in

2. .Teacher Direct--Student Read: The teacher directs the student to

read printed material,containing,the structure being learned.

The student in turn reads the sentence containing the structure.\

Teacher: "George, would 'you read the first sentence?"

George reads: "If I had time, I wuld go. -with you."
1.14-

3. Teacher. Direct--Student Read or Ask Question: This pattern is

the seine as the above:pattern exdept that the student may ask

a question, about the material 'to be read.

Teacher: "George would you read the first sentence?"
George:, "I fill in the space with the past°tense?"

4. Teacher Question=-Student Answer: The teacher asks a question;

the student answers #.

Teacher: "What is the short way of saying 'I_would,' the

contraction?" 1,

Student: "I'd." N

These patterns of beginning,an episode were followed by three distinctive

patterns of continuing the interaction.. They were:

5. Corrective Feedback-Model--Practice: the itudent-has'responded by
. .

o
reading (2 and 3 above), or by imitating(1 above) or byanswering

.

-
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I

a question (4 above). The stetaft4Ceorrects the student.'s response...".

.

and gives the correct form. The sbOent tries the response again.
-77

Teachqr: "The short form of 'I will,' is 'I'll.' I'll go
-with ypu, if.1 have time."

StUdent: "I'll go with you, if.' have time."

6. Corrective FeedbackPromptStudent Answer: This pattern is very

similar to the one above,.excePt that the teacher does not model

0 the appropriate response. Rather he or she encourages the student

to try the response, prompting him or her inthe process until the

student provides the appropriate response.

Student: "I will go to the store,tomorrow."
Teacher: "I ?",(indicates short form with fingersL
Student: "I'll go to the store tomorrow."

7.. Teacher Question -- Student Answer: (This pattern appears both

as initiating and in-continuing an episode.)' One of the

initiating jatterns has begun the episode and the student has

read, asked, or answer d a question. The teacher then asks

a question which the student answers.

Teacher: "Can you put it in the past tense?"
Styldent: "I went to the store yesterday."

Aset Of these imitiating and subsequent patterns might be

one ofithese: 70j

(1) Teacher Direct - -Stuaent Read, ------>TeacherQuestion - -

Student Answer;

, , Teed:Ler: "George, would you read the first

. sentence ?" -

George reads: "If I had time, I would go with you.''
, .

Teacher: "Can you use the short farm of.I would?

George: "If Thad time, I'd go with you."

29 -1
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Yip

(2)' Teacher Model--Student Practice Corrective

"FeedbackModelPractice: .

(3)

Teacher:
Student:
'Teacher:

Student:"

"I'll go tomorrow."
T...11 go tomorrow,"
"O.K. But, slide it together more.

"I'll go tomorrow. -"

"I'll go bomorrow."!

Teacher Question--StudentAnswer Corrective

Feedback--Prompt--Student.ansiger:

ZIP

TeaCher:

Student,:

Teacher:

Student:

"How would yoti

"I will not go
"O.K. But use
I wo..14

make it negative?"
tomorrow."
the short form.

"I won't go tomorrow."

Three other patttrns were found which sometimes occurred at the beginning

of an episode and sometimes after an episode had beerT started in one of the
AL

ways described above. These were:

8. Free Response:, The teacher indicates the structure, but ndt

the ideas or vocabulary.

T 11acher: "If I were , I could
S dent: "If I were taller, I'could play basketball."

9. Student-Student Feedback: The students prompted each other or.one

or more, students repeated what another student has said. 'This

,interaction usually, occurred in,Spanish.

10. Other: This.category inclUdes A variety of teaching activities

such as games; students adding to.lists of adjectives, noun, and

verbs on-board, then making sentences Trom lists; a student reading

for several minutes; small groups discussing a reading assignment

or cattoon; students making a list of everything iine has to know to
,

go to the gas station or grocery store.

3()

a
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'blass-room Differences 4n interaction Patterns
I

, . I
- Once the analyses of the patterns of behavioral observations were

completed, we investigated the differences in classroom behavior patterns--

thibaim being to identify interestinscontrasts among classrooms whidh might

account* for differences in student achievement. We studied the r
classroom at this stage because we were interested in differences among the

teachers as well'as differences in the ways in which any given teacher might
.

.
. . . .

approach students of various proficiency levelS. We contrasted overall

differences:betwee9pclassroOms on each pattern of interaction with the

amount ofday-to-day variation observed within classrooms' for that pattern

of interaction. This analysis indicated.that teachers differed more from

each her than each did in their day-sto-day teaching;

gA second analysis was performed to find the bases on which the classes

were most sharply discriminate& from each other on the average. The results

of this type of analysis (canonical discriminant function analysis) are

portrayyd in terms of axes, with each class'having a with'respect to

each axis.

Oneway to describe the result6 of these analyses is to.portray theM

visually. Each class is represented by a point in a space defined by the .

axes.. By projecting this point onto the axes we obtain an idea of the

' -

characteristic patterns f.interaction in that class.

In Figure 2 each classroom is identified by a letter-number combination.

The initial letters range from A through F and identify the six instructors.
,

Thenumbers range from 1,to 3 and refer to the proficiency level of 'the class

being taught as measured by the John Test. The lower case letters j_dentify

I
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A

A.

AXIS

C

OTHER

Fr

DIR READ

Figure 2'

The Plot of DifferencesBetween Classrooms in Interaction Patterns

3`1
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different classes at any given level where they are taught by the same

teacher. (We have drawn vectors in Figure 2 totrepresent how the nine

original patterns of classroom interaction project into this space.)

The most outstanding feature of Figure 2 is,the obvious clustering of

classrooms taught by the same Teacher. The evidence is thus incontrovertible

that teachers have consistent and distinct ".styles" of interaction with

students -- styles' which do not in general vary markedly even when teaching

,

classes of quite different itial 'ability level.

The differences betwee the classrooms as portrayed in Figure 2 may be

understood by lctki g at the patterdS,which characterize each quadrant. The.

upper right-han
7

rant is characterized mainly by the pattern, "Other,"

and somewhat pattern, "Teacher DirectStudent Read" (DIR(READ):

Pne of-Teach r ,ow asses falls in this quadrant.

The upper left-hand quadrant is characterized by "Fiee4tesponse".

(FREE). -Teachers D and E 'appear In this 4uadrant.

The lower right-hand quadrant is characterized by the two Variations

around "Modeling!': "Corrective Feedback=-Model=-Prattice" (CF-M-P) and

AP'
"Teacher Model -- Practice" (MOD PRAC). One Oprer, F, appears in this

quadrant.

The lower left-hand quadrant includes the patterns ofCorrective:
Feedback -- Prot -- Answer' (CF-P-A) and the'"Teacher Question --Student

4-

Answer" (*IND) ttern. hre teachers appear in this quadrant.

This figiire illuptrates the characteristic style of each teacher.
-Ts='

-
*:-..,--,4 , .

The- 'patterns below Axis. regnte,t student to imitate o1 i he or practice

those above the axis require the student to generate responses.within a'

i
.

, '

Structure.
\

- %

.

.
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Consistency in style is evident'in. those teachers who taught more

than one class. Teacher,' uses essentially theame style with all

ree of his or her:Lev- el 1 classes. Teacher E, with a differeht Style,

I

is-as'consistent as Teacher F. AlthodgU.JeaChers B and DVary their style

by class, the, differences are variations-On the same basic style. JOnly
.

Teacher C shows remarkably different styles by level; however, C is, the only
L,

teachtr who had. Classes both at Level 1 and Le el
t._

Summary of the Results of -the Analysis of

the Observation of Classroom Interaction Patterns

At this point it will be useful to summarize the mayor steps in the

analysis. The first step produced nine patterns of interaction. Since these
..,

:-.
4.

nine patterns Were intercj5celated, a 'second analysis was conducted. The ,
.. 4

# .,-,
.

nine patterns could be.located with respect to two axes. Each clasS could
4

A .

ebe described in terms of its location with. respect to thee.aX's and with.

respect.tcthe,original nine patterns.

The first axis contrasts two teaching paradigms; one, the "question-

answer- corrective feedback- prompt- answer" style; the other, the"direct-read"

or "other"' paradigM. The first paradigm is a-gfructuredstyle, almostas if

' it were programmed. The other paradigm is les6 structuredlorequiring more

,responsiveness -on. the part. of the students. .

The second, axis.cohtrasts,:a "free response" Mbde with a "model- practice-
. .

.

corrective feedback-model-practice"'paradigm, the most structured of the
...

.

interaction patterns. Thus:what this as well as the first axis is describing
'

, ..
. .

is a contrast between a more and a less structured'style.
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since' classroom patterns arejiot pure types in practice, a class or .

a teacher %All, have scores, that plebe them relative to either poleof each.

axis-. Teacher A and Teacher B will be 'alike or different depending on'wilre

%.0 .

they are located with resRect to these axes. Also any one teacher -may

.

%

e include other patterns within his or her overall style. I3e0rhaPs/thrmost 't

- ..
. . .

illuminating way.to think about what these axes mean is to think bf them as
, -

',

.6

dimensions along which,a teacher will have a score. .Thus each teacher will
°

have e profile of scores. It'is this profile that describes each teacher's,.

characteristid style.

It may appear -4.o the reader that the classroom interaction patterns
t

simply are either structured or unstructured. Such is.not literally the

case. There are-,three paradigms of structured /Estruction and two of

unstructured instruction. These paradigis do not occur in pure form in
.1

this sample of teadiers and students..

The Reliability of DifferencWin
the.Patterns of Classroom Interactions

Vgure'2 illustfa tes the.differences among the
.

t ea chers in,.the kinds of
. ,

interaction patterns that were observed in their classes. But,:how reliable
, . . .

.. , .. . .

,
,.

. . . . .

are these differencesTateithey:utrue dliferences? Or might the obierved °
,

. -
'L-00.%.,- .. '

differenCes be due,to w observed a tea cher, or on'wha day the teachers
- N : .

were observed?, -., .

., s

Table 4 presents the reaults of an analysis.perforked to answer ,these.

' -.. . J .
P -

-questions. The statisticalmethod wach producedthete results is a way of.

estimating how much of the differences among the.teachers is due to sources

S. "1*

whit ight have caused the observed diffekences. Down the left-hand-side'aee-
. -

the potential sources of the differences.

1

(



Source

Teachet

Classroom

Session
,

Episode

p< .05

.01

...
i

Percentage of Differences in Observed Classroom Interactipn
1

/

PAterns Attributable to Potential SoUrces,of These Differences
t

.. ... ,

1'

BOA IND CF-P-A OTKEk DIICREAD,

2

16.0

0.0.

9.4

.2.

1.8

0.0

S.9

= 0.0
11

- **
11:61

1:6

,**
4.6

0.0

4.6

**
1.5 .

15.2 ...12.7 30,1 24.4 33.§ ino .1o.8 .

. .

44
68.3 77.6 68:1 69.7 52.3' 84.4 33.1

lb

J

.5
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The episode is
.
the smallest unit of analysis; episodes -occur within

sessions. Recall that an episode is_ a distinct pattern of InteiNion.
_ . A-t

,

'Sessions are the'hours of observation on different days. Classrooms are

the different groups taught by a teacher; and teater,, or course, refers

to the individual teacher.

..;;The numbers in the columns are percentages --percentages of the observel

differences, attributable to a source of variance. Consider,the pattern,

"Question-Answer-Iridividual" (QA IND). This pattern comprises those

perfgrmances in which the teacher asks an individual student .cidestion.

"!
7

Teachers vary on how much they use this performance. Some of this variation .

may be associated with episodes; that is, some episodes will include this

v

performance, while others, will not. Whether or not, the performande appears
,..

-
may'.bedue to what the teacher is.trying to do at that moment. Or the,,

. ,s.te I'

.r
variation in the data may d "to the day or time the period ink.,beirdlate

. .

-
-

which the class was observed. Or, the variation may be related to the class
_

'
.

being taught. Or, 71t may, be related to differences in teachers' stylds.
-

.

' .

t
,

By readitg down
;

'the.column under QA IND we can see what percentage

of the variance is attributable tom each sotirce. Thud episodes account for

*

69 percent of the Varianc e, 15 percent is accounted for by sessions, and

16 percent is attributable to teachers. Therefore, variation4in this '

performance is related_to who is being observed (teacher),and when they are
1.

being observed (session). The teachers differ from each other in this

. reiPectrand an individual teacher will differ in this respect from day-to-cia.Y...
-. ,

From .Table 4 it can be'been that from 53'tO 90 percent of the total

variance of each classroom interaction pae?ern can be attributed to vatIltion

from interaction episode to interaction episode during,the same"session (day)

of observation. In Table 4,we have indicated the probability levels associated
,

pith each source.
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4

From -these resuls many aspects sf variation in dlaSsrooth interaction

- patterns can be understood. It is clea'r, for instance, that only a very

-0
small and.generaNly nonsignificant' contribution to the variation in r.

interaction pattern's can be attributed to differential treatment of separgte

. . .

classrooms
-

by the same teacherejsine labeled
.

Classroom in .4)Table
.

, ; 1
.

",the r0.atively large components of variance for Sessions suggest that
:

.
..

. ,..n

a number of these fluctuate suBstantially from day-to-day.
.

Especially' . '

, .

noteworthy are'the large components -of variance for fnteradbion patterns

' involving "free response" ,(33.9 percent):, "othet"'(30,1 percent) and

e

teacher "direction" (24.4 percent to,33.8 percent). These results sug-gest

that a teacher-might be in to devote certain sessions'to these ,

A

"specialized" activities but refrain from,doing so in other sessions.

But, considerable session-to-session variance characterizeS many4of
4

the classroom interaction patterns. This result indicates. that each session

of observation provides a rather narrow view of what is going on in the

classroom.

_In summary, differencesamong.teadiers account for from..5 to 16

-petcent,of the total variance in the observafidfonal-dat (see line labeled

,-. .

Teacher in Table 4). ,The dif &erences among Zhe'teachers are statistically
1

,
.

40,
.,L

'significant on all.-but two factois (SFBK and QA VS DIR). In qrdinary ' .

. _. . A .-.
4

..
%

ifYerently, and tli* differ most on the factors

student".(QA.iND) and 4414-eelreSponse" *(FREE).

.
J.

lahgDege the teachers teach d

. .1'questiorl-answer--individual4

14

. . . ^ . ... ' . .
.

. .

. There is not much evidence that the particular classroom:beIng taught .,

, -

by 4 teaCher_has any influence upon the patterns of inEjrac:6011:7tiech take

.. ::4' ,-. _

olace.therein, as we,have eeenlearlier in,cqnuectionlah_Fignre 2. 'The
f-0,. .. v

: - , -,.
-.., -

-%- . ...

major component of ciVerallovariation'in classroom interaction patterns can
, . ..

.
. .

.
,
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4

be attributed tO alternation in interaction patterns fPom episode-to-episode,

Which is not surprising, but session-to-session changesalso play an important

role. Notice that session differences are statistically significant,on all

nine factors,
.

.

.
The reader w11 recall that the original patterns were analyzed a second

,
.

time regrouping them'in te rms of higher-order axes (represented mathematically
4§1.

7

by discriminant functions). Eabh teacher was given scores, called'contrast
-

scores, with respect 0 these axA. The two most useful, axes are portrayed

in FigUre 2, although four axes could have been used.
t

' The question,we ask is, howreliable are these second set of scores?

The upper porti& ofTable 5 is set up like Table 4, but the numbers of the

axes are given instead of the labels for the original patterns. (Only Axes

.I° and are represented in Figure 2.)

."1
.

The upper section of Table 5 gives percentages of variance for the

iontrast scores. From these entries we can, see that there is substantial

episode-to-'episode variation in all four of the classrodm interaction

contrasts Urom 58 to 86 percent of the total variance).

Note, however, the large components of variance attribiltsable to 4

teachers. Teacher differences account for approximatley one-fourth of the

,

total observed variance on'eadh of the first two transformed axes (I and

What this Meada,'in a practical sense, is that we could reduce, by a
,

substantial amount, our uncertainty about which-pole-of eithereontrast
4

Might, Jappear in any given episode of 'classroom interaction merely by kntwing
,*1

which teacher is teaching. If the teacher is high on the first-contrast

.

( Teacher B in _Figure 2), we would do well to-predict Nuestion-answet-

corrective feedback-prompt-answer" knteractionepisodes.1 On the other hand,

r',- *
.

. . ° ,
.

...2%,

/ -



- 32 -

1

TAIttE:5

.

Percentage of Differencesin Transformed
Pattern Scores Attributable to Sourees Of These Differences

!.=

II III IV.

Source

Teacher 22.9
**

25.7
**

4.5 .4.0 .

,5!

-4,
* ** **

'' C14.ssrdom .8 .3 2.1 1.0
,

04.

t .

** * **' **

Session 13.4 .15.8 7.1 15.1

1 Eptsode 63.0. 58.2, 86.2 79.9

Percentages of True Score Differences in Teachers' Mean 'Contrast

Sc6res Attributable to TeacherS, Classiooms, Sessions, and Episodes

SOUre

Teacher

Cla-ssroom =

S&ssion

Episode

I III

s

IV

.97.2% ia% 79.8% 83.Z%

4

1.5% .5% 16.5% 9,1%

1.1% 1.1% 2.3% s, 5.9%

,

.2% .27." 1.-5%

1

. -



4

- 33

. if the teacher is low on the first contrast (Teacher F,or perhaps E), then

we would do well to predict "direct read" and,"other episodes.

. ,

Even the last two axes ("studentstudent feedback" and "direct read-
.

and/or ask question vs. question-answer," respectively) show larger teacher
. ,,

and ciagsroom-Components of variance than do the on inal patterns ofR\
-classroom interaction from which they are ,largely de ed. However,,it

is clear that the latter are not major contrasts in teaching styles so we.

could not use knowledge of average teacher performance on these,variates to

predict much about individual episodes 'of classroom interaction.

Each teacher has a score with respect to each axis. These scores were

averaged across all the-adys of observation. The resulting mean score for

each teacher was used in analyses of the relatioof these scores to students'

scores. Thus the mean contrast scores represent how the instruction was

organized and conducted in each teaches:s class. How reliable are these

mean scores?. Do they represent "true" differences among the teachers?

The lower section of Table 5 gives a breakdown of the weighted

,

contribution of each potential source of-differences
1***
to observed variation

c.

in

,,....4-,-`;',7 ib.'
,

t cher means for the contrast scores, that is, the scores with respect

to the axes. The first two contrasts are almost perfectly reliable indicators
_

.,--

;
. ,

of teacher'aifferences; 97 to 98 percent of the observed variation in teacher
, .

eans an be'attributed to true differences among teachers. The last CWo .

ontrasts are somewhat sensitive to differential interaction in various

classrooms, taught by the same teacher.

[

.

This analysis shows that we are dealing with highly reliable indices-
.

t . .

of teacher variation; the reiiabilities of teachers' means ranee from .80 to
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.98. But a more important feature ofthis investigation is the evidence it

provides that those classroom interaZtioh contrasts which show differential

treatment of different classroomi by the same teacher are related to

',differences in the ability levels':of the'classes involvede Whereas our

initial interprelation of Figure 2 .holds true -- teachers do have distinct
.

and consistent styles of interactionttwit students--there is also evidence

that certain more limited aspects of classroom interaction vary from

classtoom-to-classroom taught by the same teacher. That the latter

variation might be in response to student.earacteristics will be taken

up later.,

3

Inter-Observer, Reliability

. t .

A final question about reliability remains before we Can proceed to our

*g

.

m
.

.

ain task of relating student achievement to teacher performance do different

observers record the same aspect of variation In classroom interaction patterns?

In Order to study the.idsug,of possible observer bias; data were collected in
. -:, 4..

,--14.,

some of the early observation sessions by pairs of independent observers

. observing ale same.sessions. Since three observers were used in the study, it
t

. , ------,.

..

was arranged to have observations made by each of the three pairs,

in,eight different classrooms.

-
f

In Table 6 we have summarized the results of this comparison for
)

eadh of the, three pairs of observers, using as:the basic units of analysis

the session for the nine original clagsroOminteraotion tactors. Note that

we are discussing observer assessment of session-to-session vaniation,in these

_ A
interaction patterns, but we have already seen from Table 5 that enough

ye'

r
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TABLE 6

AO!. t
Interolnerver Correlations for Nine,

Classroom Interaction Factors (8 Dbserv4tions)

"Nariate

1

ObServeetTairs

2 1 3 . 2 3

A '

CF-P-A .97 .99 .99

DIR READ' .97 .93 . .86

MOD PRAC .96 .98 .99

OTHER ,.79 .99 ".96

QA vs. DIR .98 .94 .96

QA-IND .99 . .98 .98 .

CF-M-P .96 ,52

et
SFBK j -.13, .42 -.09. .

FREE .94 .96 .97

I.

4
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sessions of observation were obtained4n the?Sampae to yield highly

'reliable teacher means despite any session -t session variation: Since

each-sclasSroam was visited by all observers, the influence of any possible

observer biases on classroom mean scores is indicated by session-to-session

variation, which-as we have seen, accounts for less of the variance than

teachet.,differences (lower section of Table 5).,

From Table 6 it can be seen that session:-to-session correlations

among scores concurrently byAifferent observers range from .8Q to .99

. .

with few exceptions. The student-to-student feedback correlations suggest

. that-certain observers may have had difficulty either recognizing or

recording ustudent-4tudent feedback in Spanish. " - The lowest correlations

involve Observer 2; this observer, however, made, very few observations.

THE RELATION OF TEACHING PERFORMANCE TO STUDENT LEARN4G
5

The major iproblem to be solved in the analysis of the student achievement

data was to determine howme could account for variation in posttest scores.

There were three domains of 'variables which are potential predictors of '

- posttest scores: background characteristics of the students, students'

initial level of proficiency as measured by the pretests, and claSsroom

experiences.

Variabaes describilig the students' backgrounds are worth considering

as potential predictors of final achievement because these measures may be'

-

indirect indicators of aptitude for learning, of academic skill-ixor of

-prior achievement of proficiency in-English. Obviously; the students'
;,,

:46

.

4.



proficiency (the second domain mentioned'above) may be associated with

their firiel achievement status. Pre- and posttest scores on the tame

test are usually highly correlated witheachxther beclise -the experience

acquired in the interval,which s arates these measures does not greatly

I
tor

alter the related order of studs s with respeCt t6,their abilities;)the
S .

.

latter have, of course, been built kip over an entire" lifetime of experiences,

.

for which the background measures are indicators or proxies. Nevertheless,
e , ., .

the relations between pre-goand posttest scores may be al ered through the
2

influence of intervening events, including classroom int raction experiences.

Classroom interactions is the third domain of Predictor,variables and is of

*1st interest in this stud.), because it is the only domain over which some

degree of control can be.exercised.
.

Other relevant experiences which might intervene between pre- and

'posttesting (sudh as use of English at home on the-job and in the community)

unfortunately could not be objectively measured in this study. The posdibility

of controlling these extracurricular sources of eXperl.ence is any

case, but it would be usefu].from a theoretical point of view to take-them .

into:account. The best we can do aCthis point, however, is tobear in

'mind that certain "background" characteristics might serve as proxies fOr
. .

,
sustained extracurricular experiences occupational level for the

need to speak English in the'workplace;',length of time in the United States

for "silnilation into an ethnic community).

'Giyen diese three dordaind of predictor variables which are organized
1- ,

.

in. an obviOus temporal sequence '(background experiences =---4 pretest
... ,--,....

perfotmanCe ---) classrobm.ifistrtition), the analytic problem is to find

,
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how the' information can'bemost parsimoniously combined to prediCt fpal

achieVement. Multiple linear regression can be applied to this task,

since the squared multiple cor lation'at
2
1 between a set of predictors arid..,

1

a criterion variable-ihdicates what.proportion of.the observed variance lli
o./

4 Q.r

the criterion can baaccounted. for by a given Set of predictors;

Background characteristics must be taken into account first because

.

these variables are direct measures of or proxies for educational attainment,'

competence to, cope with the processes of schooling, motivation.and aptitude.
.

If such' variables account for most of the variance in final scores, then..

classroom experiences can.have little'differential influence on final Status.

Next we must consider how much initial status in,terms'of pretest scores

adds to the, prediction of outcomes beyDnd.what we have been able to learn

from a knowledge of background characteristics alone: A related Issue here

is how.welf initial status per Se can be'predicted from background character-

istics. This 'analysis tells us how adequate and useful our information

about background ex periences 1.s in the first °place.

- :

The final step in the regression analysis is to assess the unique
.

°
.

.

..

contribution of,classroom experiences Xfi the prediction of Einal-achievement,
.... .

o 4

above and beyond auy predictive utility of initial status and background
.

experiences. We We also must determine
- iwhether dfferen't forms of classroom..

4. ., .
.

.

'interaction appear to have6differe4t efleCts* upon_achitvement. Another

..

purpose of relating ciadsroom interaction to achieve ment is to identify any

components of classroom interWction which may have an impact upon specific

forms of achieyement.

The classroom experience variables differ fundamentally from all of
0 .

. .

. .
,

the pther variables4.'in the anAlysis in that they are not individual measures,
ts :

4.

,*,. ..,

8 O
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but apply to all individuals in each classroom equally. Thepevariables

take the form of contrasts Among classrooms in terms of observed patterns

of teacher-student interaction. Every effortTiesMade to arrive at a small

set of independent variables which are reliable and not too highly inter-

cortelated, in line withiPie requirements of the multiple regression model.
,

On the other hark, the background and pretest variables are mOre error prone;

but they only play the role of covariates to adjust for preexisting differences
J

among classrooms in the final analysis. Moreover, ,these data are availahl .

for every individual, so stable estimates of the required-regression
. ,

Parameters can be obtained even with fallible measdres.

4dicting, Fall and Spring Student
Achievem nt from Student Background Characteristics

IP

1.
- The backgroun and'achievement domains were clearly related at the level

. )

of individual pairs of '3Fariatle's, so it was in order to see how background ''
,

.

, .,

.

5 informAion coup be weighted to p,, iredictindividual achievement scores; It
,--

.

was also importantto determine how effectIve this prediction cap be whin
0

simultaheous use is made of all,
4

,

1 le background filfoirmation.

4

Each achievement test score was predicted from the baCkground characteristics

S1

using multiple lihear. regression. The results of theseNanalyses are sumMarized"

iort Table 7. In that table the lAbels across the tops of the columns designate

the fall and spring achievement scores; note that fogarithml6tutransformations
c. s

or ihe.oral proficiency scores were used. The rOws-of,the. table list particular

.ackg;ound characteristics used inthe'regression analyses. The numberin any
A

. V .

_

cell of thi'S matrix'is.the standardized regression weight for..a particular
.

x .

, .

. . , . . .

background variable (row) as a predictorof a given achievement score (column).

. . .

f
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The line in
,
Table.7 labeled R gives the sqdared multiple correlation,

, . .

of each achievement. test score with all of the b,ackgroufid variables, taken'

-. . , .

simultaneously. These numbers indicate the proportion of the variance
. . .

. .

in each, achievement score Predicted by the complete set-of background
.

. .

characteriStic variables; for example, the background characteristic
... .

variables' account for 26 pertentI(:26) of the variance inthe
.

' Decod104.1 scores; for 13, percent (.13) of theirariance in the fall
6 6

. ,

Decoding 2 scores;} or 44 percent
41*

of tht variance in the John T
.. .

est.scoreso
.

4..

and so on. The probability leyels associated with theSe statistics are

76;;*.".

coded with asterisks-
.., `

. e 1 4

In,Table 7,,under Posttests and unae.Log
10

P -CT1 notethe two numbers.

with an asteNtk, .23.and4:241 These` weights -are statistically significant;

.
and appear opposite Former Job (statusltOrvek of job` in=couptry_*of origin)

\ .% . .

. .Mr
and Eng. in U. S. (amount of English studied in eFe United States). Thus,

- '
Ol

- ' . ., '

only two background c,haracteristics 12x themselves predict the Correctness ,

e
- e. , 1 ' 4,?" ,- & e ,

Score .on the Oral ProfidiefiCy TeitF-'All of, th Ckgroakcharacteristics
s.

164t . . eg

predict only 20 perceht of tfie variante,4ndig,Corecth4ss *
j

ores. But
:

1
; ,

l 1
o ' 't t

these characteristics predict 33 percent of the Comikehension scores' variants
1 2 . t

.;.t. 1
(see R

2
under Logi° P -CP)

et °

.

-

The three weights which are underlined in t.P4T;,Pt0 P-ST

/ .../`/-

.

.

.col Table 7are large enough to give some feeling for which background
.

,factors
affect proficiency score. They are age4Which hasta negativeweight)- ..,

. .

. .

status of job in former cOuntE7,.and amount of English taken inftheUL S.

*
A reasonab hypothesis from these data,.then, is that those,students

i

. . .
. ,. -

1
taill e mare proficient in spoken English by the end of the year who are

f
-_

youn gr, had a higher status job in their former country, and have taken

mor English courses or programs since coming 'to' the United States.
.

50.
C.
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'MALE

StandardiZed Regression Weights,'Squared.Multipie Oorrelations and
Statistical Tests forBackground Characteristics as Predictors of Pretest ,

andlPosttest Scores; Day-School Sample :

Pretests Posttests

D1 -F D
2
-F . L-F J-F M7F D

1
-S

'2

-5 L-S

Login

P-CT
Lo 10

Log

P-ST .

Sex .03 -.01 '-.02 .03 -.01 -.01 -.09-. -.14 .08 .1_4- , .06

**,- * *** *. . **
Age -.32 -.22 -.31 -,16 .03 -:26 -.06 .-.29 -=.17 -.20 =.20

Time in U. S. -.12 .08 .27
**

-1.04 -.14 '-.07 .10 .04 "?05
,

ForMer.Job .22 .10. .21 .13 .20 .27 .15 .13 .23 . .28 .26

Job in U. S. .00 -.02 .00 .00'. .08 .19
*

-.12 - .13 -.01 .02 , :01

C-Origin -.03,, -.17 -.01 -.11 -.16 -.05 .07 -.03 7,02 -.0?

Years Edikation.. ,05, .-.02 .14 -.01, .01 .07 .09 '.09 .03

**
Former Eng., .07

0
.10

*** *** *** *** **

Eng. in U. S. .18 .11 .3,8 .52 .37 .11 -.05i .24 :24 .34 .27

.26, .13 .47 .44 ,.29 .25 :08 .25 .20 .33 .24

** *** *** ** * * ***
F (9, 71) 2.76 1.14 7:13. 6.25 3.23 '2. 6 .73 2.58 1.94 3.$2 2.51

*
p < .05

**
p < .01

**
p < .001

Labels Coq;:

D
1

: Decoding, Part,1

D
2

: Decoding, Part 2

L : Literacy rest

J-: :John Test

H : *rano Tes t
P : Oral Proficiency Test

5.

CT:

CP:

ST:

F :

S :

Correctness Score
Comprehension Score
Structure Score
Fall

Spring
1

.,
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ir ,

. Tt sh d be remtnbered that predictivetackground characteristics do

( not

,.
"cause'. higher or

-

lower scores. Age,
.

for example, does novecessarily

.make a perso
.

characteristics

ess.priAieient. But age is ssociated with several other

MO, taken together, give us some idea about why age is

a negative predictor of proficiency. Older stude4ts are more likely to

have had a low status jdb.in this country; hence, may have had less opportunity
4

to speak English, They are more likely to have had'course work in English

. in the previous-country than in the U. S., hence, may have learned English

1 ,
aoriginally s a school subject rathei than s something to be used in their

VI
,

daily'lif etc.

/
Predicting Posttest Scores Using Pretest

Scores Addition to Background Characteristics

'416

The next step in the analysis was tokpredictthe posttest scores using
.

414 (

information about pretest stores and
'

background characteristics. The

resultsof these analyses are presented in Table 8. This table is read in
\

much the same way as Table 7. The predicted scores (column headings used
Ar ,

in this analysis were all cores taken f6m tests administered in the spring.

Down the left-hand column -of the midd e section of Table 8.ire listed
<7.

the labels for the pretest scores. The first line of this table -gives the, -

squared multiple correlations re/sulting from prediction of posttest scores
. .

from background charaq

portion of Table 7. T e entries.in the line labeled, "R2 with Additiod&

eristics; these numbers are repeated from the right-hand

Pretests," can be cortiV red to the corresponding entries in the first line.

Fqr example, the R
2

fo predicting transformed Oral Proficiency Comprehension

aracteristics is only .33, but with the,additionscores from backgroun

52
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TABLE 8

..

Standardized Regression Weights, Squared Multiple Cot:relations and
Statistical Tests for Posttest Scores Predicted-from 'Pretest :Scores

-Adjusted for Background ,Charaaeristics; -D hook Sample-

. R2 from

-D1 -S D
2

L-S P-CT

Backgroun. .25 .08 .25' ./0

*** **
D .64 .24 -.16 .271-F

.
".-

b
2
-F .08 .15 .10 -.01

'1-F -.Q7 .0 .47 : .09

J-F .00 -.14 .39 .49

M-F .07 .03 7.04 '.09
. .

R2 with .60 .19 .61 .72 '

Addition
of Pretests

a

F (5, 66) . 11.17
***

1.72
,***

12.23
***

2443
Test. of I o"

Infoymdtion
Increase

J

*
p<.05

**
p <\:01

***
p < .001

a

O

ar

-CP

eow

. 33

.29

% 09

.02

.60
.......

-.06

.82

-

"

***

r

P-ST

.24

/.25

-Al

.07

.527-

.11

.76

,

a

****' **A
35.86 47.85
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ti

Of pretest information it becomes .82. A similar pattern is apparent for

N

the other two scores of the Oral,Proficienc/-Test.' Thus, the students!

#,'

initial! proficiency plus some informatiOn abotit their ba round character

.istics account for a substantial proportion of the variance in the comprehension

9

_scores...,
'4N

-

'11

.

.

.,
'v-

.'.
.... ...,

It'should be noted-that most of.tfle igilared multiple correlations for
. lit*, - . ,4 ,

A
.

./- ' background characteristics plus pretest scores are substantial (.60 to .82). ''
i ' '

' 2
l4oredver, the increase in all of the R.'s except foi part two of the Decoding

4 ,

Test are highly significant when compared to prediction from &ground-
A

4 I
44,,

characteristics Alone.

I

Posttest Stores Predicted from Classroom-Interaction, with
Adjustment for Pretest Scores and,Baekground Characteristics

47,0
-r

.
-

Table 9 presents information from the regres-Sion analyses in which

posttest scores were predicted from classroom interaction contrasts, pretest

scores, and background characteristic-6. ,This.tabldis Organized in the same
, .

- -

wax, .as Table. 8.

.The first line of Table 9 gives R
2

from the regression of posttest

t

scores on,backgroupd'characterdstics and pretest sceres,.as previously seer! in

f*.

'Table 8. Next are four lines wit Roman, xiumerAs I through IV; within 44

-% /--,

each 'line can be found the standardized regression weight of ehe'coTresponding
.*'..e.

. ,

"higher order" bipdlar,tOntrastsidescribed.earlier.
'-ite

. I .
..

...

..-2 ,
.

..

The sixth Line in Table 9; gives R onte the four -higher-orddrpatterns
.

.

Qf classroom 14eraction,(che contrasts, s- ee ,Fignee 2) have been included
.. .-=. . . .',-- :

in each predittiqn equation. Again,the.lines containing the initial and '11

..
; .

-final R
2
values can be compared'. From this comparison

:,

we can see that the
. .

. -

. .

4
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TABLE 9

Standardiied Regressiati Weights, Squared Multipie,Correlations,
and Statistical Significance Tests for Posttest Scares Pre'dicted

froM Class'room Interaction Contrasts, Adjusted for Student Background
CharacteriSticiand Pretest Scores; Day - School. Sample

-

?g10 . log10 ..
log10

D -S D -St L-S P-CT PCP P=S7
1 - '2

11,-.for Background

and Pretests

.......

:Mk
'1

.60- .19 :61 . .72 .82, .76 _

:/-

4,

, I -.27 -.29 - .37 .40.28 .25 '

II :4'. 1 -.22 -.23, -.34
iv

.

.28:- .34
*

.21
.

:+
III- .40- .27 .42 -'.18 . -.3Ei'd -.19

.

.7-1- . ,..
** *

.IV. i .25 27*... '.32 .10 .02 .09

R
2
with Addition

of Classroom Inter-
action .ContFasts

F 62Y:fie-sit of

Information

J Increase

_**
. p,<,401

z.65

. 2.26
+

4

,..
.28 .66 .76 1.85 .' .81

t

2.. 3 -I- 2.35
**

2.74 2.73 . 3 91

.

(

O ' 3

4
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0

addition of classroom interaction contrasts Adds little in an absolute

sense to the accuracy'ofyredicaon of posttest scores (increases in x
.

. %
.

A vary from .04 to .09). Despite the relativaly small absolute increases

%.

in the accuracy of the prediction Obtained by supplementing background and

pretest inforMation with classroom interaction information, it can be seen

frim the'F-test results in Table 9 that the increases in prediCtability
.

are statistically significant. 1W.

As weRointed out earlier; the classroom interaction
,

contrasts apply

_equally toall individuals within..each classioom, so great homogeneity of

experiences would be revitled in order for these
9
contriSts to yield a large . '

absolute increase in tiTiescouracy of prediction of posttest achievement. The

-...

F7test results relate, ,however,*to relative increases inaccuracy qf'predi4ion.
- ,

A These relative increases .in-?he accuracy of prediction are substantial enough,
.

,

even given OUT small sample size, to support further exploration of hypotheses

about classroom interaction,
-

.:'The most. striking aspect of thepattern,of standardized regression
---,

. ,
coefficients presented in Table 9is thatit appears .that thOse features

:- . 6, ' v

.,--.

of classroomAnterotion which are asfociated with higher thai would other-
.

!
.

wise be-expected posttest scores on the Oral Proficiency Test (i.e., axes
,

;rand II) are associated wilhtlower than would otherwise be, expecedipostteet

; ,
, d

I,,1 scOres orrthe Literacy and Decodin0'ests'(comparetheyeighks In he

....kz.illik...t......., ,iI , i ; ,

i- LA.ZsA L.T.,.. _,L.j_LL..4.
. t ' i

left-hand columns-of Table .9 opposite dld'-II-Witb-.thlibe--in-t4e-iiiht-,4 1-

hand columns opposite.Iand II). If we Were to take tesecoefficients ,

As'thebasis for formulating hypotheses about the effectiveness of individual-:

ized instruction vs, group instructionthe silent waq vs. the audiolingual

%' -

method, an-open and supportive vs. d highly organized and directive,classroom

c
'N
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A

climAte,then we should expect the former(indiv alied, aupportive, silent

)

'i reased oral Proficiency while expecting the latter (grouped,way), to lead .f

directive, audiolingual) to lead to increased literacy and decoding skills.

. - ..
It appears; therefore, that there is,a trade-off in

,

terms offthetachiellement

goals-,--what appears to be helpful for oral,proficiency appears to be
40

detrimental for .literacy and decoding, and vice vew.a..'llie same.can be said

for axi's III, "student- student feedback,".since its occurfence in a classroom.

is predictive of lotier than might otherifise'be'exPected oral pi.Oficiene,

,

(mainly comprehftnsion) but higher than.might_ otherwisl_be expected literacy

'anti decoding.

3

t

4e
- Comparison of Pretest and Posttest'
Performance in Day-School Classrooms

In ordef to study -the mean performance of individual classrooms we

used analysis of covariance procedures in which each pretest was
4* A.

covariate for its respective posttest. The wily exception was
o .

Oral Proficiency Test, in which only the correctness score Was

the sole

.

for the

investigated

and both the Decoding 1 and the 'John Test were considered, individually,

as covariates.

Figures.3.1 through 3.5,:arerplas of the'14 classroom means of pretest

-scares_tharizontal axis) vs. posttest

I

..D.L...p.osting...1_.:Deg.o

4 ..

A. means are, in the log
10

units
_ _

, ,

vow., . .,
.

Figure 3y4 and- fall Decoding 1 scores in Figure 3.5 beCause the Proficiency
,

scores (vertical axis), for,the

!!.8iiency Tests (the proficiency

and are plotted against' John Test scores in

Test had not been administered as apretest). Individual classrooms are

coded' in the.figures by the same letter and numbersystem used in
-

.Figure 2 (page.23).

I

?
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The line drawn ,through the points in each, figure is the poofed-withln-

Classrooms regression-line, and may'be taken as the point of reference for

determining -the adjusted gains or, losses of individual classrooms. '*The way

to use this figure is as follows (refer to Figure 3.4):

AlOngsthe horizontal axis are units of scores on the John Test.

Assume that.a class had a score of 20 on the JohnTest in the fall'.

2. From, this poine,draw a vertical line to the regression line, and

from where this vertical line meets the regressibn line draw a

horizontal line to the proficiency score axis: When this procedure

is followed,'the horizontal line from the regression line would

interse&t the vertical 'axis at about .75.

3. This score (.75) iSkthe predicted score for classes whose mean
..

,

score on the John Test in the fall wasabout 20.
s. .

- p

, - -

4. Thus, points on the regression line represent predicted spring
- ..

scores on theteSt being'considered.

5., The points in.the

the actual scores.

Its actual spring

figure around the regression line.represent

A:1, for example has fallen above the line.

"core 'is better tha would be predicted on the

basis of the fall John Test mean for thigidlass.,

6. As can be seen, some classes fall above the line (F.lc, B.1,'G.3
. .

.,
and.otheriW3thers fall below (F.la, F.1b,and others).

;4"
These' figures may be use-d-iii deVeraiLdiffkren't-VOST--- to--(1-)`4o-A---

'

-Ah

compare the same T.lases'on diffetent_measures; (2) to Compare

,
diffirent classes ofghe,sade'teacher; and (3)to compare the

performances of classes at different levels of proficiency. Using.

Figures 3.3 and 3.4, compare' the,relative poSitions of F.1c on

..

4
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the Literacy and Pr6ficiency correctness measures. This class

S -

is doing'better than predicted on the Proficiency measure and

poorer on the Literacy measure. Now note in Figure 3.4 the three

classes of teacher F; two are doingcoorertin predicted

(F.la and Falb) and one better than predicted (F.lc). Again

referring to Figure 3.4 we see that 4 of the 6 Level - 'classes

are doing better than predicted;'3 out of 4 of the Level 2 classes

and all of the Level 3 classes are doing as well as or better than

predicted.-

* ,

Differences in Achievement of_Literacy

The Literacy Test scores could 'not be accounted4or sol lybY the four.
.

.

.
.,

reliable classrooth ,interaction contrasts. From FigUre 3.3 Ft see that the

. ,

variation in these scores is,probably due to theegceptionally good posttest

performance of ttelevel 1 students in classroom C.1. These students begin

the year at the very, lowest level of performance on the. Literacy Test,

;but, by the end of the year, aley are as literate as students in several

level 2 and level°3 classrooms.. This performance
.

.

contrasts markedly with

that of student% in. classroOth B.1, where'SPr'ng Literaoy4Test performance

'7\

is essentially unchanged from that in the fal Obviously, teacher C is

increasing, the 4nglish language literacy of 15yel 1 students mote than other
.

.A/OrAsimilar conclus;p,holds fox Decoding_l in
-

N7111,, ,

Differences in Achievement of Decoding Skills

t

..There are real differences

scores which cannot be accounted

among classp
,-,

for by fferences in observed

s in terms of Decoding 2

-,classroom interaction. patterns. Figure 3.2 helps clari

-64tft

what might be

4

4

r' 1 I
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1
44

going on with Decoding 2 scores, which in part measures.how well students

can identlfy sounds,and words in English. It stems'that certain classrooms4v

. ! (

-

/I. J.0 which students have the poorest relative grasp of phoneme-grapheme

1
_

4c4i*Spon-dences.in the fall are the-very classroois, in which the students
--

..-,

have achieved-i relatively superior grasp of these correspondlAces by the

awl of the school year; and vice versa. e obvious way' in which we, can

4

interpret these results is to. hypothesize that teachers, in some'sense,

overreact to their sttdents'iinitial abilities iu EnglistipronunCiation:

if these abilities are initially minimal, the impro/ement is sought; if

these abilities are initial* relatively superior, then..other aspects of

perforMance are emphasized.'

-e
Differencesin Achievement of Oral Proficiency

, ..

AS for the Oral Proficiency Test, correctness scores,:little is revealed
, . 4

.

hy,inspection of Figures 3,4 and 3.5, except that the achievement' l'e'vel Ik- ,
. , #

. , 44,,

students in classes F.1.a and F.lb is lower than might be,expeoted. Notice,.
,

4 I

. .

. .

..

however, that neither the John Test nor the Decoding 1 Test is an optimut

.411

predictor for'oral proficiency.

StructureThe Structure of Between, Classroom
Variation in the Adult Learning Centey

t

.

, =.
; 1

--..
, Jbgr 14-4s, .3isidence of rathert strong relations between-stUdentbackgroVhd

,

',, " di.

performance characteriftics and, teache /student/interaction factors at the
T' ' .

I

classroom level. We asked whether we might be Ole to `find these relations

at the level of individual stUdents'2,backgrouud characteristics .pd test
4k4'

/
scores, and the classroom interaction factors,' The answer is yes.

s

o,
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."Ima

.
All the inforniaLbn obtained was used intone analysis :i students'

a

background chara4eristics: their pretest scores;,thelactor stores for
.

patterns of classroom interaction, a'd posttest scores. -"The purpose of

this analysis was to gee'if there were distinctive pattern)of these domains
-,

of variables. The results are described by four factors inert s of which

O.

the'classes may be differentiated`by background, tlatooroom interaction patterns,
.

petest performance and 4rial achievement.

We found a tendency for superior Adult Learning Center classrooms to

contain students who have a history of higher than average' English Study

in the U. Level of Former Job, and Educational Level; while having lower

than average Age and 'Level of Job in U. S.' We rfoUnd an association of

these characteristics with'superior performance on all initial achievement

meesqes,

These'students were taught with the "free response" mOde of interaction,

as might seem appropriate forstudents of higher than average initial ability.
A' \../ . e

.

"Studen -student feedback" either dilnot occur or was not allowed; naewas

.
.

the "model-pra ce-corrective feedback-iod#1-practice" paradigm used. There,

-1s-Oendency for Students within classrooms with such a high level of..i'\-- ' .

.' prior training ind.initial ability not to-be asked to read or encouraged;
.'

ask questions under direction of the teacher; on the contrary, the principal

pattern inAthese s
t

classroom i the question-answer interactio
i., st,4 i.,,L,,,,i , 1 1 ,A.

and the "free response," format of instruction.

pattein
-,;-,4,

Some superior classrooms contained students who had been in this

were
. for a relatively long w hile and who were established in higher level-jogs

,. 4 ',0

They also had a history of English study in the former. country. This second

country,

6°
a
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'
.

. . ..,

-.0 type_of class had exceptional achievement of literacy, along with an'ailve-average

achievement of proficiency. One classroom interaction pattern &aracteristic,
.

,

lof 'these classes was the "direct-read *and/or ask questions" interaction .

(---- T. 0 . ,. .

p

pattern which is hitghly associated with pOsttest literacy. Other characterr

istic classroom interaction patterns were "Other" and "Free," along with the

c

st,

1

uestion-answer-correcti feedback-prompt-answer" sequence.' 4

°.
AothirAgro4p of superio classrooms contained well-employed women who

had been relatively well educated. Individuals in these classrodms Who

may ha arrived from Cuba some time ago, had superior English language
0

training in their country of origin, but not necessarily in the United States.

Abode average performance on the Morano pretest characterizesn1S

group. The Morano score is an indicator of grammatical The Oral
. . °

Proficiency correctness score also has its highest loading on.this dimension

as,do the posttest decoding skills. This substantial'achievement could

well be attributed to the 'high current as well as prior level of employment,

former ESL training, educational level, or sex...(female) of_thb individuals

involvdt.' Two interaction patterns predominated in these classes: the "Other"

,

°
... .s

pattern and the "teacher-direct.7student read and/or ask quetion" pattern%

t
;

Othe classroom interaction are deemphasiZed,
-including

"model- .:
\..

.

,. ,'
n. 11 ' '' ;"- li '` '' '.oractice,,,avwell as question--unsWer--cOrrective. feedback-promPI-ansWer." . -

/aassrodm in which a more,supportive and indfVidualized pattern
. . G

. ,
.

of teacher - student interaction prevailed contained students who were recent
,

.

'arrivals from Wes(tern Eur e, per aps not f>highly eautated, a pit
.- . . -

.

,

ypurigthanaverlge,'andmale.TIlismeanS,cursethat.°fte more highly'oe Oper
. 7 male. a

. -.

structured classrooms thosaofcIeadher F in Figure'2) °cOnEained older

6

4.01

'We

.
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ti

,

^ .

females of Cuban or Carribeaft origin who have been in the United States

for some time. As for test perfOrmanee; it is clear that the-recent

le'
arrivals, from Wedtern Europe were yery deficientrin Decoding 2 skills' -

t'

(phoneme-grapheme correspondences) in tip fall but becte exceptiohally
.

proficient by the end of the school year:"

44
This analysis reveals.the complexity and richness of thtsESL trainimg

,

.in terms of student backgv6und characteristics, initial test perormance,

student7teacher interaction patterns, and final achievement. The Adult,

P.

Learning Center must be viewed as a dynamic system in which studentsare

channeled into classrooms which promie to provide them with an optimal 4

a 1
le arning experience. Thre-are at 1easV four ways in whichqp_assraoms -

can come to be above average in the'achievemeAt of English language

proficiency at the end, of the Period of instruction. cle'ar that initial

proficiency as determined by the John Test is a go6d across7the7board

guarantee of final proficiency, not surprisIngly; but, among other aspects

,
of pretest,perforMance, background characteristics and classroom interaction'

,

patterns must be taken'into.acdbunt in. order to characterize fully the variety
.

..
....... -

of patterns cf achievement- seen-in different classroots. °

.0 a

, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
. ,

.........a. t...',- -1.... ,2-..........,' '... ..,.. \.._ ?,... 1. , , ,\..,..,....
'...' \,. 1" ' ''-

.Th
4 " ..-X ,.. _,. .

.. '.. ''''''' ".+\.-.......,,,,...\ ....'S..._:.., k. ,

The single most important .analysts in thisstudy revealed the Interactions
. . _____ _

.

among studerits' characteristics, their initial
.

proficiency, clasSioom inter-

i.' /7,- ,.

'
.

.

4

action patterns°, and final achievement. Some claises performed better than

.. 1

Others. 'These classes fell into three distinct groups in whicH different

Methods.of"instructign were 'used.

&

0

A

r



Before we comment on these arrangements, It i s tuipor,;ant to point

out that, we are discussing differential or restive achievement and 'not

.

absolute achievement. All of the classes made gains in proficiency. Some,

.

howe/er,'made greater gains than would have been predicted from their

. . -,
. .

initial,scores.. We were able to differentiate among these classes in terms
. e, '

,

of the students' diaraCteristfcs, their initial proficiency and the classroom. 4

",-,0,

, '4 tu,,,i.

patterns of interaction.

One type of class of above averageachievementyas typically compoSed of.

-,
younger gtudentb, who had attained a, higher education level, had studied

'
more English idthe United States, and who intheir native country had held

higher status jobs. 'This type o! Class had higher than average.Oral

Proficiency correctness scores, but lower scores on the plasure of phonic

skills thecoding 2). They were largely taught in the "free respOnse mode,Al

whidh meant that.the students were encouraged to,ggnerate English statements...

The interaction pattern is characterized by_the teacher aski,6 a question

and the student answering or also asking questions.

A second typeof class was composed of student0 who had been' in this

country for a longer time, who had studied more English in their native

CI

,..._ _. .;... ,--_ --, - . ..--- -- -,---,- --;,--1,4 --- -- --..m, ----, -----

Country; and held higher level jobs ill this c untry. These students achieved

. c -`' '

better tharC9Iggage proficiency'and Performed exceptionally -well on the

literacy measure

question0, pattern

They were taught largely in the udirect-read and/or ask

in

-

lwhich the tether directs thestudents to read some-
,

,thing and ask questions about it or the students ask questions: The teacher °

. .

works from aset of Materials that for the basis for the questions and

1.

answers. The teachers of these classes also used the "Other" and "Free

esponse" and the "Question-answer-corrective feedback-prompt-answer" modes.

These variations reflect the use of different strategies.within. a context of
. ,

, .

talking about materials.

O
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.

.

A.third group was composed of females, who had higher tafus jobs,

who were relatively better educated, were from Cuba, had been here longer,

and who had studied more-English .in their native country. Their performance
. , .

,-.-.. r

....
was swerior on all measures that required correct usage--the Oral Proficiency

... 1

w.
.correctness scale, the Moreno, and the Decoding Tests. They were taught

largely in the "Other" mode and the "Teacher direct-student read and/or as
.

question" modes. ,
.

These differences suggest a hypothesis. Assume that som eteacharg had
* .

chosen the appropriate ulethads for the type of student. Then the Hypothesis-

is that. proficiency is increased to'the degree that the appropriate method

. it chosen for the type oettudent. While this conclusion is hardly startling,

glades for practical action are apparent in the data. The three types. '

/r
described above comprise the majority of,students in the Adult Learning

)

Center. ..Presumably the easiest Way to adapt-methods to types of students

A - . 0-

i$ to organize 'classes in terms of the students' characteristics and to have
.

.

teachers use
.
the methods appropriate to the5 type of class.

NAAllow
.

6 . ., o

,The,Center presently places students in classes on the basis of,their
.. . ,

--',2

-

`;.
. ... ,,...,.

r.1.eve)...o.f...proficienc_y_as measured by the John Testes ..a, is important to note
.....

*c;that it is not the initial level of proficiency that alone determines'how
F---

much additional proficiency is achieved. 'If appropriate methods are used
,.

.

in relation to,the students' characteristics, greater than expected proficiency

. .

is achieved. We recommend, therefore:

!
...4

.

l 1.. That,students'be placed in classes in terms of their
..

ti

"--A.nitial proficiency and that they also.be grouped within '

levelsg-o'proficiency, as much'as possible, by common
h

,background 'characteristics, And,in clusters like those !

k 4r, AO .
ty-

described above.

7,0
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2. That teachers be assignedto these classes whose teaching 40, .

style is apprOpriate for the type pf student.

.

Thieeecond point needs some additional explanation% The variations ,

., ' .

on the addiofinguaLpethod have limited effectiveness for the types of

students attending the Center. In some of the first analyses t'he interactions
.'

characteristic of this method were associated with greater achievement. But,

when we analyzed Ete interaction patterns in conjunction with the students'

characteristics, it appeared that interaction patterns requiring mott free

,

responding,were more effective; particularly with students who had studied

. some English (and again irrespective of the actual level of proficiency).

The reader has undoubtedly noticed the frequency with which the "Other"

interaction pattern appeared significant in these analyses. When we examined

the variety' of specific in&tances in this category, many of them seemed to

require the student to generate language% to think about the language (for

example;` sorting words into their grammatical categories), and to use the

language for reading and discussion. This category and "free response"
-

.

appear fre, uently as significant interaction patterns,particularly in

cOniun _with students' characteristics. Theactivities,in_these categories

seem to h ve inE6mmon increasing the frequency with which students use the

,
/ T.%,nguagev, not- by imitating it but by generating it.:

A practical plan might be to use the variants oirthe audio_lingual method

with students who have the least proficiency, but even:then to MIx'it.wiih
. /

.the other interaction patterns as quickly as possible. Perhaps the next 'type

,,e,

of interaction pattern to use after.some minimal proficiency has been acquired
.

-
4,44..

. . , . .

is the form of the,"Teacher-direct-student read and/or a sk ques ions." ThisK
. ,

7.i

t.

f

r
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1

type of procedure seems to be a, way of helping students to use the language

naturally. But the purpose of 'using these ,procedures should be to bring

the students to free responding.

It is clear that no one method or teaching performance is uniformly

effective. One cannot really take sides in. an. audiolingual vs. "silent

way" debate on methodology since the effective patterns of teacher behavior

cut across the elements of both. This conclusion is particularly important
0

because the teachers tend to use a consistent style: The effects of this

consistency were apparent in the analysis of diffeient classes of the same

teacher. One class of a teacher achieved better than predicted; another,

taught in tiT same way, did less well than predicted. Only. when, we analyzed

the interaction patterns with the student characteristic's data did we find

that methods probably must be'adapted to specific. characteristics of the

students,

The regresgion anal g indicated that studipts' characteristics were a

N
major predictor oft their bsequent achievement. This factor cannot be

ignored if one wishes to make the systeM of instruction even more effective%

We are not implying that the,center's teachergligotadapl to the type of

class; some do; some have selected the appropriate method for the class whic

they are teaching. .But obviously there were classes for whic e instructi1nal
. -

methods were inappropriate or less effective. Given the.Center.'s teaches
1

. work closely with their students, it seems likely that-giving,the teachers more
,,

. . .
.

. x.

about their students (such as that provided by the qiietionriafiv
.. . . t .

.
.

.
.

.,..

- ... .,..

developed for this study), and learning-which procedures are more effective
I

with certain types of students may be sufficient to increase the effectiveness

of the system markedly. I*

- -

r

72



* t
e

I

.

- 63 - \

The reader-should recall that this study was not an evaluation of

the Center; It was ad intensive-, 411-depth stUdy of the students and.

teachers of the Center to find t how to organize instruction-.
10

The results have provided som hypotheses on which plans of action may

be built.
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